public law of adoption, 8 at least four other states had enacted adoption statutes prior to Massachusetts: Mississippi, Alabama, Texas, and Vermont. 9 None, however, enacted a statute as far-reaching or comprehensive as the Massachusetts act. Within twenty-five years of its enactment, twenty-four states had passed similar adoption statutes.
10
These newly-enacted adoption statutes took one of two forms.II Some, like the Texas and Missouri statutes, aimed simply to ratify and record private adoption agreements, while others provided for judicial supervision of the adoption process. California's adoption law, 12 enacted on March 31, 1870, was of the second, more intrusive type.1 3 Under the California law, an adult could adopt any minor at least 10 years younger than that adult. 1 4 Depending upon the circumstances, several parties were required to consent to the adoption before the judge could approve it. If the adoptive parent was married, spousal consent was required.1
5 If the adoptee was over the age of twelve, the adoptee's consent was required. 16 The biological parents, if living, were usually required to consent; if the child was born out of wedlock, however, the mother's consent alone would suffice. 17 The petitioners, the child, and the others whose consent was required appeared before the local superior court judge to sign the adoption 8. See, e.g., Friedman, supra note 7, at 13 ("Credit for introducing adoption as a legal status is often given to a statute passed in 1851 in Massachusetts."); Kawashima, supra note 2, at 677; McCauliff, supra note 2, at 666; Presser, supra note 2, at 465; Zainaldin, supra note 2, at 1042. 10. Kawashima, supra note 2, at 677-78. 11. Presser, supra note 2, at 466. 12. "An Act providing for the adoption of minors, and the legitimizing of children born out of wedlock." STATUTES OF CALIFORNIA, Ch. 385 (1870).
13. Presser, supra note 2, at 465-66. But see In re Johnson, 98 Cal. at 546 (J. Harrison, dissenting) ("The provisions of the Civil Code of this state [California] differ materially from those of any other state to which our attention has been called, and are characterized by much greater simplicity.").
1, 14. CAL. CIV. CODE § § 221-22 (Hart 1892). The California statute in effect during the period of our study was almost identical to the original statute. One difference, however, was that under the original statute, only those children at least 15 years younger than a petitioner-not those 10 years younger-were eligible for adoption by that petitioner. STATUTES OF CALIFORNIA, Ch. 385 § 1 (1870).
15. CAL. CIV. CODE § 223 (Hart 1892).
CAL. Clv. CODE § 225 (Hart 1892).
17. CAL. CIV. CODE § 224 (Hart 1892) (Consent required "except that consent is not necessary from a father or mother deprived of civil rights, or adjudged guilty of adultery, or of cruelty, and for either cause divorced, or adjudged to be a habitual drunkard, or who has been judicially deprived of the custody of the child on account of cruelty or neglect.").
agreement and consent forms. 18 The statute required the judge to conduct a separate "examination" of each of these persons19 to determine whether "the interests of the child will be promoted by the adoption." 20 Once the judge issued the adoption order, the adoptive parent(s) and child sustained "towards each other the legal relation of parent and child, and ha [d] all the rights and [were] subject to all the duties of that relation." 2 1 Conversely, the biological parents were "relieved of all parental duties towards, and all responsibility for, the child so adopted, and [had] no right over it."22
B. Locus and Methodology
This article reports adoptions obtained in Alameda County, California. During the period of our study-the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries-Alameda County, an urban and suburban county located on the east side of San Francisco Bay, had already emerged as a prominent, highly populated part of the northern California landscape. he object of the statute in directing the judge to make a separate examination of the parties, was for the protection of a wife, or child over the age of twelve years, whose consent is made essential to the creation of the contract, by guarding them in some degree from the possible coercive influence of the husband or parent, and also to enable the judge to ascertain whether the consent of such persons was entirely free."). 997, 997 (1995) ("The adoption paradigm that has dominated most of this century is one of exclusivity, secrecy, and transposition, through which the adoptee-usually an infant-is taken from one family and given to another, with all vestiges of the first family removed. The records of this transplant are sealed, and all parties venture forth as if the first family never existed and the second was created through an act of nature.").
25. We selected these years to study showed up to file divorce papers. 28 About half of the divorce cases during this era involved spouses with children; roughly 70% of these resulted in some sort of custody disposition, generally affecting about two children per custody order. 29 Thus, for every adoption during this period, courts and parents "divided" 20 children as part of divorce cases. 30 These divorces and their custody dispositions obviously affected the lives of many more Alameda County children than did the occasional adoption.
3 1 Although adoption did not occupy a significant portion of the civil docket, it was undoubtedly a significant event for the parties involved, namely the adopters and adoptees. The adopters in our study consisted of 98 couples and 27 single adults, most of whom were either stepfathers or widows. The average adoptive mother was approximately 41 years old, while the average adoptive father was about 43. The vast majority of these adoptive parents employed legal counsel to secure their adoptions, but as many as 10-15% of them appeared pro se.
Figure 4 -Age of Adoptees
These petitioners adopted 137 children, most of whom were girls. More than half of the children adopted were age five or younger, while fewer than four percent were over age 15. (See Figure 4 .) The average adopted girl was five years old at the time of her adoption, while the average boy was almost seven. Many of the adoptees were born in wedlock, but a substantial minority was not. The chil-* 11-15 Ov 
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o is dren were available for adoption for a 146, 149 (1996) . During those same four years, petitioners filed for adoption in 37 cases. For every adoption petition filed in 1890, 12 petitioners filed for guardianship; for every adoption petitioner in 1905, nearly six petitioners sought guardianship. On average, guardianship of minors outpaced adoption by almost a ten-to-one ratio during this period.
variety of reasons, but three loomed Roughly three-fourths of the 125 adoption cases in our study were resolved the same day they were filed, and more than 90% were resolved within one week of the date filed. Because the court processed adoption cases almost as soon as they appeared, and because the court approved every adoption petition filed, it seems clear that the court subjected adopters and the petitioners they filed to minimal scrutiny. On occasion this haste led to harmful results. In one case, Mary Larmer petitioned to adopt her two grandchildren, Charles and 32. In a number of cases-13 of the 125 in our study-we could not identify why the adoptee was available for adoption.
33. The few adoptions that took more than three weeks to resolve required extra time because the court had some difficulty locating parties whose consent was required. In one extreme example of this, Albert Keesing and Florence Benini abandoned their nine-year-old daughter Florence. Albert went off to New York to live, while Florence left the country for Italy. Albert's mother, Florence's paternal grandmother, petitioned to adopt Florence on December 9, 1898. The court approved her petition but not until March 31, 1899. The delay was caused by the difficulty the court encountered locating Florence's parents. Docket #15763.
34 Edward.38 In court, Mary claimed that the boys had been abandoned by their parents, who were nowhere to be found. The court accepted her story without question and granted her petition the day it was filed. Subsequently, Edward and Sarah Schiller, the parents of the boys, sought an order setting aside the adoption because it had been fraudulently obtained. It turns out that Mary had invited the boys to stay with her temporarily. During that stay, Mary had concocted the abandonment story, secured the boys' adoption, taken the boys out of the state, and refused to return them to their parents. In another case, Robert and Mattie Vincent petitioned to adopt Ruth Garcewich. Ruth lived with her "aunt," Winefred Herbert, who represented to the judge that Ruth's mother had died and that her father had abandoned her. Winefred consented to the adoption petition filed by the Vincents, and the court granted the adoption. Five years later, the Vincents petitioned the court to annul the adoption on the ground that Winefred, Ruth's "aunt," had misled them about her identity. It turns out that Winefred was not Ruth's aunt but her natural mother! Despite the examinations it had supposedly conducted at the hearing, the court failed to uncover the identity and relationship of the parties involved. In their petition to annul the adoption, the Vincents charged:
.. . [T]he true facts are now known to be as follows: That the so-called Ruth Garcewich is not the child of the deceased sister of said Winefred Herbert but is a child of said Winefred Herbert ... That the said Winefred Herbert has, within the last year, sought the society of said child and obtained it by meeting the said child on the streets and at school ... and has explained to said child that she is the mother of said child .... 39 Apparently Winefred's behavior caused Ruth to become "hateful, ugly and disobedient," making it "impossible to carry out the purpose and objects of said adoption." 40 The court was persuaded, annulling the adoption on September 4, 1908.
These cases were no doubt exceptional. In a majority of the cases, petitioners who used the adoption proceeding formed "substitute" parentchild relationships that were likely beneficial to children and parents alike. The following section describes the three types of substitute parentchild relationships the adoption statutes made possible.
II. THE THREE TYPES OF ADOPTION
The adoption statutes authorized a single process called "adoption" but effectively produced three distinct types of parent-child relationships. In this section-based on a subset of 86 cases 4 1 -we describe and 38. Docket #24166. 39. Docket #19570, Petition to Annul. 40. Id. 41. Because information was too sketchy in the remaining files in our sample to draw any conclusions about the adopters, adoptees, "causes" of adoption, purposes for which it was sought, etc., we excluded those files from the analysis in this section.
compare the three types of adoption in operation at the turn of the century: family preservation, family creation, and family re-creation adoption.
A. Family Preservation
Adoption often functioned to preserve families and family money. In family preservation adoptions-22. 1% of the adoptions in our study-an older adult or couple sought to adopt a young relative or relatives to preserve family ties, family heritage, and family wealth. (See Figure 7. ) Before the adoption statutes were enacted, adults informally "adopted" children related to them by blood or marriage to keep families and family money together. 42 In colonial America, long before the first adoption statutes were enacted, the "putting out" of children "was the way the colonists cared for orphans."
43 According to Kawashima, "[p]arents ordinarily provided for the disposition of the child in their wills and usually had him reared by a relative, elder stepbrother, grandparent, stepparent, elder brother, elder sister, aunt, or uncle." 44 Even where no will gave explicit child care directions, however, "there was apparently a similar pattern of placing orphans in the homes of relatives." 45 After the adoption statutes were passed, formal adoptions of this type began to occur as well. The typical family preservation adoption involved an older adult, often a grandparent, filing a petition to adopt an older, legitimate child or children, who had recently been orphaned. Often, the adoption papers made specific reference to family preservation, to a deceased family member's will, or to inheritance in describing the adopter's motives.
Grace Nosier, for example, adopted her sister's son Harold to keep the family together. In a similar case, Norman Wiley lost his mother when he was eight years old and his father when he was 10. In his will, Norman's father had nominated Norman's grandfather to be Norman's guardian. One month after Norman's father died, his grandfather and grandmother petitioned to adopt Norman to preserve the family and prevent him from depleting his $5,000 inheritance.
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In these family preservation adoptions-roughly one-fifth to onequarter of those processed in the courts during this period-an older adult or couple sought to keep a family together by adopting a nephew, grandchild, or some other child relative.
B. Family Creation
Family preservation adoption 49 gave way in importance over the course of the nineteenth century to a second type of adoption-family creation adoption-which become the modal type of adoption in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. In family creation adoptionsapproximately two-thirds of those obtained during the progressive era 50 -a younger couple sought to create a brand new family, or add to an existing one, by adopting a child, generally a "dependent" child,51 to whom the couple was unrelated.
During the period of our study, California was home to proportionally more dependent children than any other state. 52 Commentators attributed the high rate of child dependency to a variety of factors, including alcohol consumption, "Bohemianism," the high proportion of immigrants in the state, illegitimacy, and even the mild California climate. 53 To address this social problem, the so-called "child-savers" 54 51. According to Susan Tiffin, an 1899 Illinois statute provided a fairly typical definition of a "dependent" child:
[T]he words dependent child and neglected child shall mean any child who for any reason is destitute or homeless or abandoned; or has not proper care or guardianship; or who habitually begs or receives alms; or who is found living in any house of ill-fame or with any vicious or disreputable person, or whose home, by reason of neglect, cruelty or depravity on the part of its parents, guardians or other person in whose care it may be, is an unfit place for such a child; any child under the age of eight who is found peddling or selling any article or singing or playing any musical instrument upon the street or giving any public entertainment. SUSAN philanthropists-set up institutions designed to meet the needs of dependent children. 55 In 1850, child-savers started a Jewish home, 56 then the San Francisco Protestant Orphan Asylum in 1851, and the Roman Catholic Orphan Asylum in 1852.57 Soon, orphanages "began to flourish and multiply faster in California than in any other state of comparable population, and continued to do so until they reached their peak in 1903."58 Some of the orphanages and other child-saving institutions provided adequate care to the children they housed, 59 but many did not.
6 0
According to California child-saver Katharine Felton, conditions in Bay Area institutions during the 1890s were intolerable:
In San Francisco, before the fire, conditions in many institutions were as terrible as anything to be found in the old English poorhouses. There was no state law to prevent anyone from going into children's work. Mercenary, sometimes criminal persons took it up as a profession. One cannot imagine a state of things that could be worse .... 61
Orphanages were apt to be cold and gloomy structures remarkably ill-suited to their purpose, and with inadequate and untrained staffs. Hygiene and health care were primitive; the meals were badly cooked, monotonous, and ninety per cent starch. Above all, orphanages were overcrowded.
62
55. Walter Trattner notes that the child welfare movement emerged not solely due to concern for dependent children but also due to desire for social control:
A growing concern with child welfare, however, was not merely a matter of pity or compassion. Indeed, it resulted above all from the fact that most citizens viewed the child as the key to social control. If future generations were to possess the strength of mind, body, and character to become good, self-supporting citizens, able to assume the responsibilities and burdens of democratic rule, they had to be protected as children. Youngsters, in other words, were the hope--or the threat--of the future. 59. See, e.g., BURTON, supra note 58, at 44 ("Children's institutions were practically all denominational homes, modeled on accepted Nineteenth Century patterns. In some, the children were given humane and kindly care.").
60. See, e.g., TRATrNER, supra note 55, at 116 ("Although these separate institutions were on the whole superior to the almshouses as places for child care and conditions among them varied, they too had many defects. Most were large, congregate institutions which brought together under a single roof anywhere from fifty to as many as 2000 children. Managers of such institutions put a premium on order, obedience, and precision. The poor wards commonly slept and ate together in large dormitories or barracks. Their lives were governed by extremely rigid schedules, individuality was suppressed, and the atmosphere was one of monotonous routine ...The often provided poor and protracted care."). Among the child-saving institutions, conditions in the foundling hospitals were particularly poor. 63 These institutions-like the San Francisco Lying-In Hospital, where three of the children in our study were abandoned-housed dependent infants, often children born out of wedlock and then deserted by their mothers. The mortality rate in these institutions was generally around 50 to 75%,64 and "sometimes reached between 85 to 90 percent." 65 During the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the childsavers' view of child care underwent a transformation, reflecting concern about the quality of institutional care children were receiving. 66 children admitted in 1892, eight died, while only five were adopted. Annual Report of the Secretary, ANNUAL REPORT OF THE SAN FRANCISCO NURSERY FOR HOMELESS CHILDREN 7 (1893). Despite the fact that nearly 10% of its charges died during the year, the Nursery celebrated this turn of events:
Upon comparing this report with the one for the previous year, it is a noticeable fact that the death-rate has decreased materially during the past year, the number of deaths in 1891 being 29. This shows most conclusively that the course of medical treatment adopted by the Board of Managers at the beginning of the year, has been thoroughly satisfactory.
Id.
63. See GEORGE B. MANGOLD, PROBLEMS OF CHILD WELFARE 537-38 (1925) ("The mortality rate in these institutions [foundling asylums] is frequently enormous. Many of the children, it is true, are received in a precarious condition, and suffer from malnutrition, premature birth, physical defects, or inanition, while illegitimacy is usually a factor. Despite these obstacles, the proper care of the babies can substantially reduce the death rate. Usually these asylums accept too many children and overcrowd the various wards. Frequently the inmates are not property fed and seldom do they receive sufficient individual attention.").
64. BURTON, supra note 58, at 90 ("The local mortality rate [in the San Francisco Bay Area] among foundlings has soared to 59% after the fire [of 1906]; in some parts of California it normally averaged between 50% and 75%.").
65. VIVIANA A. ZELIZER, PRICING THE PRICELESS CHILD: THE CHANGING SOCIAL VALUE OF CHILDREN 174 (1986). Due to a foundling asylum fire that killed twenty-five infants, including one that she had placed there herself, Katharine Felton began a program of boarding infants out in foster homes rather than keeping them in these institutions. In 1908, the San Francisco Foundling Asylum placed all of its infants in Felton's agency, the Children's Agency, to be boarded out. In its first year of operation, the death rate of abandoned infants dropped from 59% (in the foundling asylum) to 12.8% (when infants were placed out in homes by the Children's Agency). BURTON, supra note 58, at 88-92. 
FRANCES CAHN & VALESKA BARY, WELFARE ACTIVITIES OF FEDERAL, STATE, AND
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN CALIFORNIA, 1850-1934 18 (1936) (referring to a "drift from institutional care to home care."). See also KATZ, supra note 54, at 118 ("Institutions offended promoters of the priceless child. They shuddered at the fate of the precious children denied a home and worried about the impact of early incarceration on their adult personalities. Most critics of institutions made the same points: the regimented monotony of institutional life dulled children's personalities and destroyed their capacity for independence; institutionalized children, unable to make a gradual transition from dependence to independence, were hurled abruptly and without preparation into the world; once on their own, ex-inmates knew nothing of money or worldly skills acquired by most children in families; they lacked a network of local friends and acquaintances to help launch them on careers; and, to many commentators, most sadly, their emotional development had been stunted by a lack of affection in childhood."); GITTENS, supra note 57, at 33 ("The notion of placing children in families and the belief that normal family life was a far healthier situation than institutions was firmly entrenched in child welfare thinking by the end of the century.").
Progressive child-savers came to believe that home placements-whether in adoptive homes, foster homes, or work homes-were better for children than retention in children's institutions. 67 Accordingly, child-savers began to found child-placing and home-finding agencies, including the Children's Home Society, the Children's Home Finding Society, and the Boys and Girls Aid Society of San Francisco, which provided for four kinds of child placements, including legal adoption. Children could be placed:
(a) [ulntil sixteen years of age, with board, clothes, and regular schooling; (b) until eighteen, with above conditions plus $100, payable in four equal installments-school attendance may cease at sixteen; (c) by adoption, all legal expenses to be home by applicant; [or] (d) on ordinary service at regular wages.68
The Boys and Girls Aid Society required applicants for a child (whether interested in adoption or another form of home placement) to respond in writing to 15 questions or requests for information, including the following:
State age of boy or girl [that you want to adopt or place]; What work do you wish him or her to do?; Will it be convenient for you to send a child to church or Sunday-school every Sunday or once a month?; Do you want the boy or girl to eat with the family, or with servants or employees?;
Would you prefer an easy-going, though somewhat dull child, or one who is intelligent, full of animal life, and more difficult to control?; [and] Are you willing to exercise a great degree of patience and undergo some annoyance, especially at the first, and give some personal attention to the training of the boy or girl 69 The application closed with two requests and a promise to provide an appropriate child as soon as possible:
Will you kindly answer all these questions as frankly and as fully as you can, so that we may form a fair idea of you and of the sort of child we should select for you? Please inclose [sic] with your answer money to pay the fare. We will send, upon receipt of your reply to these questions, the best we can, if we have one at all suitable in our Home; if not, we will send one as soon thereafter as possible70
Despite the child-savers' emerging preference for home placements, records from the period suggest that relatively few dependent children found adoptive homes. In fact, many more children remained in institutions than were placed in any kind of family home. In fiscal year 1904, 7,282 dependent children in California received state aid;T1 4,875 of them 67. Id. -saw the number of residents in their homes remain constant throughout the year.
THIRTY-SECOND ANNUAL REPORT OF THE BOYS AND GIRLS AID SOCIETY 34 (1906
8 0 A majority of the children adopted by the family creators in our study spent at least part of their lives under the care of one or more of these child-saving institutions. Some were abandoned at foundling hospitals or asylums; others landed in orphanages; still others found their way to child-placing agencies. A dozen of the children in our study were housed at the West Oakland Home alone. 8 1 One infant, known only as 72. CAHN & BARY, supra note 66, at 18. 73. Id. at 13. Gittens reported similar difficulties in the Chicago area shortly after the turn of the century. See GITrENS, supra note 57, at 40 ("One of the concerns voiced frequently in regard to the care of dependent children was that despite the general consensus that a family setting was the best situation for children; in fact many children were still being placed in institutions rather than being helped in their own homes or placed in foster families.").
74. "That the purposes for which it is formed are to take under its care and charge orphans, half-orphans, destitute and friendless children, and provide them with a home, sustenance and education during the period of their dependence.. 
See note 79, supra.
THE AMERICAN JOURNAL OF LEGAL HISTORYV "Mary," was left by her mother with a nurse, who turned her over to the West Oakland Home. Before Mary turned two years old, the home was able to find a couple to adopt her in 1895.82 Another infant named Mary was also a short-term resident of the West Oakland Home. Prior to this Mary's first birthday, John and Lillie Mason petitioned to adopt her, after the home allowed them to "adopt" her on a trial basis for a three-month period. The Masons' lawyer wrote that "your petitioners have no child of their own, are amply able and willing to provide a good home for one and being satisfied with this one, after a trial of three months, desire to adopt and cloth [sic] it with all the relations of parent and child and treat it in all respects as their own natural offspring." 83 The court granted their petition. Other children in our study were left not in institutions but with friends, acquaintances, and strangers. The local newspapers were littered with articles about children abandoned in this manner. One article appearing in the November 9, 1904 issue of the San Francisco Chronicle reported that, "A tiny baby girl, about one month old, well-clothed and securely wrapped in a basket, was left by unknown hands on the doorsteps of J.
Reed ... A note pinned to the clothes of the infant stated that the child was of good parents, but that they were too poor to give it a respectable bringing up." 84 A similar article appearing in the July 7, 1908 issue of the Chronicle reported that, while "strolling along the shore of Lake Merritt a German visitor to Oakland, who was enjoying an after-dinner stroll, stumbled against a newspaper bundle and received the surprise of his life. Staring at him from the folds of the printed pages were the large eyes of a pretty four-weeks-old baby girl."
85 Still other children were left dependent because of paternal death, divorce, and neglect.
Whether temporarily housed in a child-saving institution, left on a park bench, or rendered dependent for some other reason, these children, if ever legally adopted, were likely to be adopted by "family creators"-married couples, unrelated to them by blood, who sought to adopt because of their desire to create a family.
C. Family Re-Creation
While the modal adoption during the period of our study fell into the family creation category, 86 stepfather adoptions began to occur with increasing regularity due to rising divorce rates and remarriage. nearly 12% of the adoptions in our study. 88 In these family re-creation adoptions, a stepfather sought to adopt the children who had arrived in his home as a consequence of their mother's remarriage. 89 The emergence of these family re-creation adoptions coincided with changes in both divorce and child custody. The late nineteenth century was a time when marital turmoil translated into marital dissolution at a much higher rate than it had in the past. A federal study of County, the site of our [_ NumberGranted adoption study. The number of divorce petitions 91. See note 29, supra. 92. The right of remarriage was not, however, unrestricted. In 1897, the California legislature modified the divorce laws to disallow remarriage within one year of divorce and thus to "correct a great public evil which had become too rife-to put a stop to marriages within the period allowed for an appeal from the decree of divorce, which might be and sometimes re-creation adoption became more common. 93 The emergence of family re-creation adoption coincided not only with the rapid increase in the rate of divorce but also with the enhancement of women's custody rights. While divorce was quite rare historically, even rarer was the woman, whether divorced or widowed, who had legal custody or guardianship over her children to share with a new husband. At common law, husbands had the right to full custody and control of their children, while wives were "entitled to no power, but only to reverence and respect." 94 Consequently, a mother who had entered into a second marriage would not have been able to employ the legal construct of adoption even if it had been available.
During the progressive era, however, the father's apparent absolute right to custody gave way to emerging maternal custody rights. 95 This decrease in paternal custody rights and comcomitant increase in maternal custody rights reflected the successes of early advocates for equal custody rights 96 as well as the emergence of a new ethic regarding the significance of the maternal role. 97 These societal changes in divorce and maternal custody rights combined to produce, during the period of our study, the initial trickle 98 of what would eventually become a flood of family re-creation adoptions. For these stepfather petitioners and their new brides, adoption served to re-create families previously disrupted by death or divorce.
CONCLUSION
The enactment of the adoption statutes was "an historic moment" 99 and a "far-reaching innovation" 100 because the statutes expanded the legal definition of family to include parent-child relationships based on contract. By giving parties the freedom to contract for children, the adoption statutes made a variety of parent-child relationships legally possible. Not surprisingly, our examination of the Alameda County court records reveals that parties used these statutes to form distinct types of parent-child relationships, each of which reflected the differing needs of the adopters, the natural parents, and perhaps even the adoptees. By allowing a grandmother to adopt her orphaned grandchild, the adoption statutes made family preservation possible. By allowing a childless couple to adopt an abandoned infant, the adoption statutes made family creation possible. And by allowing a stepfather to adopt his new bride's older child, the adoption statutes made family re-creation possible. Whether family preservation, creation, or re-creation, the innovation of the adoption statutes was to make parentchild relationships possible where blood could not.
